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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the subject application as amended herein is respectfully 
requested. 

The Examiner has rejected the claims as being anticipated by or obvious over 
the Downs reference in view of Hassell. The Applicants respectfully traverse these 
rejections but in order to expedite prosecution, the claims have been limited to 
repertoire data, instead of the term "content descriptor." The term "repertoire data" is 
specific to the content and is clearly described in the specification at page 9 par. 32 and 
33 as various information related to the content, such as album name, record label, 
director, genre, author, producer, actors, etc. New claim 29, dependent on claim 7, 
recites this aspect of the invention. 

The repertoire data is normally incorporated in the metadata generally to provide 
information that may be of interest to a user for the purpose of enhancing or assisting 
the viewing pleasure of the user. The present inventors have discovered that this data 
may be used as a means of controlling payload playback as well. 

The prior art references rely on the separate parameters for playback control. 

For example, Downs discloses a system in which electronic stores deliver encrypted 

content to the end users. The encrypted content includes metadata. The end user 

receives a separate key that is used to decrypt the content. However at no time does 

the system in Downs use metadata for determining whether the content should be 

played or not. In Downs, metadata is used merely as a means of describing the 

payload like in but is never used for any other purpose. 

Page 7 of 9 



Application No.: 10/680,899 
Rule 116 Amendment dated January 6, 2006 
Reply to Office Action dated October 24. 2005 
Attorney Docket No.: 4630-006 

Hassei simiiarly fails to disclose or even suggest the use of a repertoire data to 
control payload playback. The Examiner relies on Hassei as teaching the use of a 
checksum as a criteria for controlling content copying. Clearly, repertoire data has 
nothing to do with a checksum. 

The Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's argument that the present 
invention is obvious in view of the combination of Downs and Hessel. Referring to Figs. 
1-5, Downs teaches a content distribution system in which encrypted content from a 
content provider is bundled with various additional information including metadata and is 
stored. An end user requests a copy of the content from an electronic store. The 
electronic store delivers the requested content bundled with the metadata. The 
electronic store also provides information about the content and the end user to a 
clearing house. The clearing house determines whether the request from the end user 
is valid and meets all the required criteria and then sends the decryption key to the end 
user. The end user then decrypts the content. 

As described in Downs' specification starting at col. 19, line 34 and in Fig. 5, a 
rights management architecture is used to validate requests from end users. This 
architecture makes use of four layers of data: a license control layer 501, a content 
identification layer 503, a control usage layer 505 and a content formatting layer 507. 
None of these layers include or depend on the metadata at all even though this 
metadata is cleariy available. 

In other words, Down discloses a system in which content is associated with 
metadata and four other data layers. However, the four data layers are handled 
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separately from the metadata and are used by a rights management architecture for 
play back control of the content. Thus, in Downs' system only the four data layers are 
considered for play back control but not the metadata, such as repertoire data. 
Because, Downs separates the metadata from the other four data layers and uses 
these only these other four data layers for play back control, Downs teaches away from 
the present invention and it is inappropriate for the Examiner to use this reference at all. 

In summary, none of the references disclose or even suggest that the repertoire 
data may be used to determine whether a player should allowed to convert the digital 
media back to content and to play the content. All prior art references use other 
parameters for playback control. 

It is respectfully submitted that the subject application is patentably 

distinguishable over the prior art and therefore it should be allowed. 

Dated: January 6, 2006 

New York, New York 



Respectfully submitted, 



GOTTLIEB RACKMAN & REISMAN PC 

Attorneys for Applicant 

270 Madison Avenue 

New York, New York 10016-0601 

Telephone: (212) 684 3900 

Telefax: (212) 684 3999 
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